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Abstract In this paper, after some clarifications about the definition and characteristics 
of Family Business (FB), a literature review on innovation and cooperation in FB has been 
conducted. As a consequence, a research gap regarding how FB develops innovation when 
cooperating with external factors has been identified. In particular, specific 
characteristics of FB have been analysed regarding innovation and cooperation, such as 
longer-term vision, risk aversion, and relatively lack of professionalism of FB workers. 
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Innovación y cooperación en la Empresa Familiar: una revisión de la literatura. 
Resumen En este artículo, después de exponer algunas aclaraciones sobre la definición y 
las características de las Empresas Familiares (FB), se realiza una revisión de literatura 
sobre innovación y cooperación en las FBs. Como consecuencia de esta revisión, se ha 
detectado un gap de investigación sobre cómo las FBs desarrollan la innovación cuando se 
realiza en cooperación con factores externos. Se han analizado, de forma específica, 
algunas características de FBs con respecto a la innovación y la cooperación, en 
concreto, la visión más a largo plazo, la aversión al riesgo y la falta de profesionalización 
de los trabajadores de las FB.  
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Introduction 
According to the Family Business Institute of 
Spain (2015), Family Businesses (FBs) represent 
17 million companies in Europe, with a job 
creation of 100 million people. 
Outside the European region, in the United 
States, the first world economy, family 
businesses are 80% of the businesses and 
generate 50% of employment in that country, 
according to this study. In Latin America, 85% of 
the businesses are FBs and they employ 30% of 
the population (Ernst & Young, 2016). 
In Spain, in accordance with one pilot study on 
family businesses of the Statistic National 
Institute, conducted in 2015, FBs companies 
accounted for 82.8% of all companies in Spain, 
occupying 49.9% of the working population and 
38.0% of turnover. 
In view of the economic importance of the FBs, 
in Spain and at worldwide level, their 
characteristics and composition should be 
studied, as knowing them in an exhaustive way 
would mean knowing a good part of the 
economy, being able to predict more adequately 
their behaviour. However, there is no unanimity 
in the literature on the features that will make 
up the boundaries of what is meant by FBs 
(Chua, Chrisman, Steier & Rau, 2012). There is a 
tendency to minimize the heterogeneity of 
definitions of the FBs (Nordqvist, Sharma & 
Chirico, 2014), creating a basic framework to 
establish some basic difference between the FBs 
and noFBs (Chrisman, Chua, Pearson & Barnett, 
2012), opening a field devoted to investigate and 
compare the behaviour and results of both types 
of business (Astrachan, Klein & Smyrnios, 2002; 
Dyer, 2006; Hernández-Linares, Sarkar & López-
Fernández, 2017; Massis, Kotlar, Chua & 
Chrisman, 2014; Shanker & Astrachan, 1996; 
Westhead & Howorth, 2007). 
Despite this heterogeneity in the definitions that 
try to limit the perimeter of what is considered a 
FB, there is a list of factors that can be used to 
define what a FB is, especially related to the 
degree of control of the activity and 
participation in the ownership of these 
companies (Choi, Zahra, Yoshikawa & Han, 2015; 
Rojo, Diéguez & López, 2011). 
Firtsly, FBs can be defined as those companies 
whose decisions are influenced by a family 
(Astrachan & Shanker 2003; Green & Pryde 1990; 
Litz 1995), with ownership or administration 
composed by family members, varying degrees of 
family involvement, and the potential for 
generational transfer. Secondly, FBs vary in the 
nature and extent of family participation, there 
is a general agreement that they have a 
structural difference with noFBs due to the vision 
of family members participating in the 
organization and control (Chrisman, Chua & Litz, 
2003; Habbershon, Williams & MacMillan, 2003; 
Niehm, Tyner, Shelley & Fitzgerald, 2010). 
On the basis of these two variables, numerous 
theories that define the FBs are developed, 
based on two types of data. On the one hand, 
quantitative data related to participation 
percentages, number of positions and executives 
within the company that belong to the same 
family, etc. On the other hand, qualitative data, 
which is more difficult to detect, such as the real 
influence on business decisions of family nuclei, 
without necessarily being part of their executive 
bodies (Astrachan & Shanker, 2003; Chrisman et 
al., 2003; Chrisman, Chua & Sharma, 2005). 
The European Union institutions have also 
focused on achieving a homogeneous and 
consensus definition of what a FB should be 
considered. Thus, in a Report approved on 
September 8, 2015 (European Parliament, 2015), 
it is indicated that “a common European 
definition of ‘family business’ is necessary not 
only to improve the quality of statistical data 
collection on the sector’s performance, but also 
as a means for policy-makers to better address 
the needs of family businesses and society”. 
Consequently, it is clear that, in order to carry 
out an investigation on a specific subject, in this 
case, a review of the literature on FBs, it is 
essential to limit the boundaries of what exactly 
the companies under study will be, as indicated 
in this document of the European Parliament. 
In this sense, the European Family Businesses 
(2019), European federation of national 
associations, established in 1997, defines the FB 
with the following characteristics:  
- The majority of decision-making rights are in 
the possession of the natural person(s) who 
established the firm, or in the possession of the 
natural person(s) who has/have acquired the 
share capital of the firm, or in the possession of 
their spouses, parents, child or children's direct 
heirs. 
- The majority of decision-making rights are 
indirect or direct. 
- At least one representative of the family or kin 
is formally involved in the governance of the 
firm. 
- Listed companies meet the definition of family 
enterprise if the person who established or 
acquired the firm (share capital) or their families 
or descendants possess 25% of the decision-
making rights mandated by their share capital. 
For this research, the FBs are defined as those 
that belong and/or are administered by one or 
more families, understanding these as a group 
related by blood, marriage or adoption, which 
shares a common dwelling (Hollander & Elman 
1988, Winter et al. 1998). 
As methods of this paper, in order to conduct the 
literature review, a systematic search has been 
followed. First, the terms Innovation, Family 
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Business and Cooperation have been search in 
different academic databases, such as Web of 
Knowledge, ProQuest, and Google Scholar. 
Second, from the results obtained and their 
extracts, the papers that were considered most 
relevant were selected, due to their research-
related theme. Third, following this selection, 
new searches of cited articles were made to 
know a first-hand of the citations included 
therein, in addition to finding information on the 
context in which the cited conclusions were 
found. Fourth, the obtained paper were 
analysed. The main findings arising from the 
analysis of the papers are summarised next. 
Innovation and its delimitation 
An important stream of research on innovation, 
from the point of view of the benefits it entails 
for the operation of Small to Medium sized 
enterprises (SMEs), can be found in the literature 
(Rosenbusch, Brinckmann & Bausch, 2011). 
There is a general agreement that innovation is a 
fundamental element of entrepreneurship 
(Davidsson, 2016; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; 
Schumpeter, 1982). This is even more true for 
SMEs, which can benefit from adapting to their 
environment better than large ones, with much 
faster decision making (Nooteboom, 1994; 
Vossen, 1998). Therefore, it is clear that the 
innovation factor is essential to understand the 
survival of companies, especially these SMEs, 
which is justified, in part, by the need to adapt 
to the changing environments in which they 
operate. 
Even in the simplest form of innovation, which 
can be an investment in technology, it is 
generally assumed that it will result in 
productivity and efficiency gains for most 
companies (Gordon, 2000; Jorgenson & Stiroh, 
2000; Oliner & Sichel, 2000; Niehm et al., 2010). 
However, it should not be forgotten that not all 
literature is in a clear position to praise the 
advantages of innovation. It is found that, to 
develop a change in business structures, 
resources are needed, and small businesses do 
not always have this resources. Furthermore, in 
case of having such resources, innovation may 
pose a greater risk for SMEs, since they have 
fewer resources to support a failure (Acs & 
Audretsch, 1988, Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; 
Nooteboom, 1994; Van de Ven, 1986; Vossen, 
1998). Besides this, some literature has been 
found that indicates that innovation does not 
always improve the performance of organizations 
(Birley & Westhead, 1990; Heunks, 1998) or even 
that they perceive negative influences on them 
(McGee, Dowling & Megginson, 1995; Vermeulen, 
De Jong & O'Shaughnessy, 2005). 
After reviewing all these advantages and 
disadvantages of innovation, it is found that, 
even considering the existence of disadvantages, 
there is a general consensus of the benefits and 
the need for innovation to, at least, maintain 
income, benefits and market relevance for 
companies. 
Once the importance of innovation is 
highlighted, it is also necessary to define what 
can be considered an innovation, in order to 
establish the framework of the research. 
Starting from a general definition, according to 
Schumpeter (1982), innovation is considered 
when the company introduces a new good, which 
the public does not know; when a new form of 
production is carried out in the industrial sector 
in which the company has its market; when the 
expansion to a new country is achieved by 
opening new markets; when new resources are 
acquired for the manufacture or production of 
the company; or when changes are made in the 
market structure. 
In addition to the literature that is dedicated to 
making a delimitation on what is considered an 
innovation, there are also extensions on the 
types of innovation, such as that an innovation 
can be considered radical, when there is a 
substantial change in technology or over a new 
technology and also provides a significant 
improvement for the client (Chandy & Tellis, 
1998; Dewar & Dutton, 1986); or according to 
these same authors, an incremental innovation, 
when only one of the above conditions occurs. 
Similarly, it is also interesting to look at the 
literature on innovation that treats, in a 
differentiated way, the innovation in services 
versus that of products. In this case, innovation 
in a service is defined when there is a change in 
some characteristics of the service or in the 
number of operations carried out in the service 
(Gallouj & Savona, 2011; Gallouj & Weinstein, 
1997). 
Another parameter found in the literature, 
regarding innovation, is speed. From an 
economic point of view, the speed of innovation 
refers to how long it takes to feel, in different 
organizations, sectors or countries, the patterns 
of that innovation, its effects, etc. (Dosi, 1988; 
Nelson & Winter, 1982; Rogers, 1983). 
From a managerial point of view, this speed 
refers to how long it takes to obtain benefits 
from the investment of innovation, whether due 
to changes in the organizational structure, 
processes or competition (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Kessler & Chakrabarti, 1996; Lawless & 
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Family Businesses and Innovation 
According to the literature review, there is still a 
long way to go to complete the gap between 
management research and the practical reality 
of FBs (Ghoshal, 2005; Hambrick, 1994; Rynes, 
Bartunek, & Daft, 2001; Sharma, 2010; 
Vermeulen, 2007), what supposes an opportunity 
of investigation in many fields of the 
management in the familiar companies. As Holt, 
Pearson, Payne and Sharma (2018) indicated: 
“[there are] opportunities for family business 
research that crosses boundaries and contributes 
to the broader field of management (and 
beyond). To fulfil this promise, however, the 
prevailing mind-set that family business is a 
niche context to study management issues must 
change to reflect the reality that any 
management theory is incomplete if its 
assumptions and boundaries have not been 
tested in family firms.". 
Similarly, Decker and Günther (2017) stated that 
there is no clear evidence that FBs are more or 
less innovative than other companies, indicating 
that a key factor, to make a model on innovation 
in FBs, should be to consider the integration of 
family members in the management of the 
company, as a way of knowing differentiating 
character with respect to noFBs. 
In addition, they suggest that the number of 
family generations of the company or how 
professionalized the decision making process is, 
should be taken into account in that model. 
Moreover, when innovation in these types of 
companies has been studied, these have mostly 
been young companies focused on scientific 
innovations (Miller, Le Breton-Miller & Lester, 
2010 & 2011), leaving out of the focus of 
research other types of companies with which to 
make the comparison. 
Following the characteristics of the FBs that 
would make innovation in this type of company 
different from the rest, it is highlighted in the 
literature that the conjunction between family 
systems, businesses and other non-family 
members participating in it, makes them a 
genuine system and different from the rest 
(Chua, Chrisman & Sharma, 1999; Donckels & 
Frohlich, 1991; Dunn, 1996; Hayward, S. 1989, 
1990 & 1992; Olson, Zuiker, Danes, Stafford, 
Heck & Duncan, 2003; Welsch, 1991; Zahra, 
Hayton & Salvato, 2004). 
In addition, the literature has highlighted that in 
the FBs special characteristics are given that 
filter from the family philosophy itself (Dyer, 
1986; Fukuyama, 1995; Tagiuri & Davis, 1992), 
such as the interest in caring for the members of 
the family unit, seeking their development or 
serving as an affective, as opposed to noFBs, 
which focus more on obtaining benefits, 
efficiency and other economic objectives. 
This fact makes, according to part of the 
literature, that the FBs start with a competitive 
advantage in terms of the resources and 
behaviour of the organization, both at the 
individual and organizational level, which must 
be taken into account when studying the 
management of this type of companies (Barney, 
1991; Dyer, 2003; Habbershon et al., 2003; 
Habbershon & Williams, 1999; Prahalad & Hamel, 
1990; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003) 
Of all the possible variables that can influence 
the innovation of FBs, special attention will be 
given to the environment in which these types of 
companies move (Padilla-Meléndez, Dieguez-Soto 
& Garrido-Moreno, 2015). In a first review of the 
literature, it is needed to go deeper in this field 
of study, for two main reasons. First, in order to 
know if family-type businesses depend more or 
less on the environment than other companies 
(Donckels & Frölich, 1991). Second, to know if 
the environment is a determining variable for the 
decisions taken by the company's executives 
(Dess, Lumpkin & Covin, 1997). 
According to this research, the intersection 
between the concepts of FB and Innovation is not 
sufficiently studied and developed and new 
knowledge can be drawn on how the 
characteristics of a FB influence the possibilities 
and attitudes towards innovation; or if there are 
differences or not in the way of innovating. 
Among the literature found in this regard, it is 
suggested that FBs are less innovative, prone to 
creativity and change than noFBs (De Massis, 
Frattini & Lichtenthaler, 2013). 
As reported by the literature, there is a research 
gap in relation to verifying the existence of a 
difference in environmental dependence 
between family or non-family businesses 
(Donckels & Frölich, 1991). Moreover, regarding 
what environmental variables can be decisive for 
the decisions taken by company executives 
(Dess, Lumpkin & Covin, 1997), being in family 
businesses the identification between executives 
and owners a factor of difference in their 
decision making. 
Specifically, among the variables that influence 
innovation the following ones can be identified: 
concentration and density of the same type of 
companies in geographic area (Hausman, 2005); 
technological opportunities (Cruz & Nordqvist, 
2012; Weismeier-Sammer, 2011); competition 
pressure (Battisti & Iona, 2009; Craig & Moores, 
2006; Czarnitzki & Kraft, 2004); and existence of 
cooperation with environmental agents, such as 
customers, suppliers, competitors or universities 
(Ankrah & Al-Tabbaa, 2015; Bruneel, D’Este & 
Salter, 2010; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; George, 
Zahra & Wood, 2002; Gustafsson, Kristensson, & 
Witell, 2012; Markman, Gianiodis, Phan & Balkin, 
2005; Pittino & Visintin, 2009; Teece, Pisano & 
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Shuen,1997; Westhead, 1997; Wuyts, Dutta & 
Stremersch, 2004). 
The environmental variables that influence 
innovation 
With all the above, it was proposed, as the 
objective of this work, to analyse the variables 
of the environment, in which FB move, which are 
decisive for them to carry out innovation 
projects; and also to know how these innovations 
or their absence have influenced their results. 
Consequently, the aim of this review is to collect 
the cooperation variables that have different 
influence on the FBs, due to the differential 
characteristics with the noFBs, which affect 
innovation. 
The result of the research would help diagnose 
favourable and unfavourable environment 
variables and, as a consequence, there will be a 
tool to moderate, in part, the uncertainty that 
an innovation process implies for this type of 
companies, mainly in SMEs. 
The scientific contribution intends to lay the 
foundations, through an exhaustive review of the 
literature, of possible future research, which has 
been pointed out, and that represent an 
opportunity for research, through qualitative and 
quantitative studies in knowing the influence of 
cooperation with the environment in the 
innovation of the FBs. 
Undoubtedly, one of the most widespread 
theories and that shows how important the 
environment for business development is, is the 
theory of the five competitive forces of Porter. 
According to Porter (1982) “The essence of 
formulating competitive strategy is relating a 
company to its environment. Although the 
relevant environment is very broad, 
encompassing social as well as economic forces, 
the key aspect of the company's environment is 
the industry or industries in which it competes. 
Industry structure has a strong influence in 
defining the rules of the competitive game as 
well as the strategies potentially available to the 
company” 
In the literature, the benefits that entail, for any 
type of innovation, when there is an entry of 
knowledge from outside the company and that 
partnerships with other external agents are 
promoted, are described, since these broaden 
the perspectives and knowledge of the company 
own organization (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; 
Dewar & Dutton, 1986; Fichman & Kemerer, 
1997). In addition, cooperation between 
companies and knowledge sharing for the 
creation of new products has become an 
important source of innovation (Rindfleisch & 
Moorman, 2001; Sivadas & Dwyer 2000). 
To explain the innovation with cooperation, the 
literature has focused on why organizations 
choose to carry out an innovation with internal 
R&D activities or look for these resources 
outside, often opposing the alternatives between 
“Making an innovation” or “Buying an 
innovation” (D’Aspremont & Jacquemin, 1988; 
Petit & Sanna-Randaccio, 2000; Sanna-Randaccio 
& Veugelers, 2003; Veugelers, 1997; Veugelers & 
Cassiman, 1999). However, the complementary 
and more frequent alternative is to combine the 
internal capabilities of the organization, with the 
use of external research and development 
resources. (Chesbrough, 2006; Cohen & 
Levinthal, 1990; Kamien & Zang, 2000; Mowery & 
Rosenberg, 1989; Radnor, 1991; Veugelers & 
Cassiman, 1999). 
It has been indicated that frequent collaboration 
with the same partner can lead to the creation 
of unique positions in terms of new 
opportunities, which can result in the 
identification of innovation opportunities (Gulati, 
1999). This is because innovations and 
discoveries have an unwritten component, a 
knowledge beyond what can be described (Iansiti 
& West 1997; Zucker, Darby & Armstrong 2002) 
and when the collaboration with the same 
partner is repeated, this type of knowledge 
begins to emerge and be shared and unwritten 
mental schemes and the assimilation of more 
complex knowledge are shared, making in the 
end the collaboration more fruitful (Hansen 
1999; Madhaven & Grover, 1998; Polanyi, 1966; 
Uzzi, 1997). 
Following this line, it was found in the literature 
the description of how to take advantage of 
cooperation to reduce or harness the strength of 
competition, through cooperation with the 
company's own competitors, through game 
theory (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996). It 
would be, through cooperation, to eliminate the 
risks of mutual destruction and change the rules 
of the game, associated, above all, with the risk 
of competition. 
With this strategy, it is possible to find new 
opportunities for both competitors, to implement 
innovations with less risk of destruction by the 
competition, among others. Consequently, it has 
been shown that cooperation with competition 
has a positive impact on innovation capacity, 
positioning this strategy as appropriate 
(Quintana-Garcia & Benavides-Velasco, 2004). 
From the economic-financial perspective of the 
company, the influence of its environment is 
relevant for decision-making, starting with its 
stakeholders, having pointed out the need to 
incorporate their perspective when studying the 
business management of the FBs (Manzanaque, 
López & Santos, 2018). This paper indicates the 
need to continue investigating these influences 
to know the relevance of these external agents 
in the different types of companies and in the 
contexts that can be established. 
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Although R&D continue to be carried out, mostly 
within the companies themselves (Cantwell & 
Molero, 2003; Narula, 2003), looking at market 
data, cooperation innovation has stood out as 
one of the fastest growing companies and has 
multiplied in the last half century (Hagedoorn, 
2001). There are varied forms of cooperation 
that have been found, from agreements to enter 
the capital of companies to simpler agreements 
that are limited to individual transactions 
(Narula, 2003). 
At European level, according to the Community 
Innovation Survey 2016 (Eurostat, 2016), 32.5% of 
the companies surveyed made an innovation in a 
process or product through cooperation with a 
partner, which shows the importance of studying 
this type of innovations. 
One of the advantages described in the 
innovation by cooperation is the possibility of 
sharing the necessary investments to carry them 
out, allowing lower costs of the R&D activities 
for each cooperation and, in addition, expand 
the capacities of the organization itself 
(Feranita, Kotlar & De Massis, 2017; Hagedoorn, 
2001; Narula, 2003; Veugelers, 1997). 
Focusing the review on cooperation and how it 
influences the results of innovation, the 
literature describes that these results will 
depend on the characteristics of the companies 
and the type of cooperation and partner with 
which the cooperation has been carried out 
(Jaklič, Damijan, Rojec & Kunčič, 2014). 
Although there is no specific study on this 
subject, the literature suggests some clues to 
explain how it works (Jaklič et al, 2014). 
This literature can be summarised in some main 
ideas. First, cooperation with suppliers and 
customers is more beneficial than cooperation 
with competitors (Arranz & Arroyabe, 2008; 
Fitjar & Rodriguez-Pose, 2011; Janz, Lööf, & 
Peters, 2003; Miotti & Sachwald, 2003). Second, 
cooperation with research institutions, such as 
universities, may be more beneficial than 
cooperation with other companies (Arvanitis & 
Bolli, 2009; Ayari, 2010; Belderbos, Carree, 
Diesderen, Lokshin & Veugelers, 2004; Bercovitz 
& Feldman, 2007; Blanco, 2014; Fabrizio, 2009; 
Fitjar & Rodriguez-Pose, 2011; Hernández, 
2014). Third, cooperation is more effective when 
the geographical distance between the two is 
smaller, although at this point there is no clear 
position of the literature, and contrary findings 
have been described (Arvanitis & Bolli, 2009; 
Cantwell & Molero, 2003; Miotti & Sachwald, 
2003; Fitjar & Rodriguez-Pose, 2011; Lööf, 2009). 
Cooperation, innovation and Family Business 
For the aim of this research, it is interesting the 
intersection between the most common 
characteristics described in the literature on FBs 
and how those characteristics will influence 
companies to be more prone to innovation in 
collaboration with the environment. For this, it 
is interesting the description made by Cassia, De 
Massis and Pizzurno (2012) of the more frequent 
characteristics found in the literature on FBs. In 
this section, the links between these 
characteristics and innovation in cooperation 
with the environment, are analysed. 
According to the literature, the FBs have a 
longer-term vision than the rest, with a hope of 
less immediate results than the rest. (Dunn,1996; 
Hayward, 1992 & 1993; Stein, 1989 & 1988). In 
terms of innovation, this may mean that FBs may 
be more patient when it comes to visualizing a 
return on the necessary investment in innovation 
and, therefore, not fearing innovation when its 
benefits will be obtained in the medium-long 
term. Regarding the impact on cooperation, this 
also represents a positive influence 
characteristic for innovation, since the 
visualization of the results of a cooperation can 
take some time to obtain and without a long-
term vision, as in this case, they can assume a 
failure for cooperation that need maturation and 
adaptation time. 
Another characteristic described on FBs is risk 
aversion, being described as the main 
distinguishing characteristic with the rest of 
companies by (Donckels & Frolich, 1991) and 
being one of the most prominent in literature 
(Dunn, 1996; Hayward, 1993). This could mean 
that it would affect the innovative attitude of 
these companies, making them less prone to 
innovation. However, it could be a greater 
advantage in innovation with cooperation for the 
FBs, since carrying out the innovation at the 
hands of an external agent could dispel doubts 
and dampen the sense of risk compared to doing 
so independently. Therefore, this characteristic 
can have a positive influence on innovation with 
cooperation compared to other companies. 
In relation to FB workers, it is found that, in 
general, they may be less professionalized and 
with clear risks of inefficiency in the tasks 
entrusted (Donckels & Frolich, 1991; Dunn, 
1996). In contrast, FBs workers tend to be more 
satisfied and better paid, in addition to aligning 
their objectives with those of the company itself 
(Donckels & Frolich, 1991; Dunn, 1996; Hayward, 
1989; Fukuyama, 1995; Lyman, 1991). This can 
influence innovation in a contrasting way, since a 
little professionalization of workers can make it 
unfeasible to start an innovation due to the lack 
of intellectual resources. However, the lack of 
professionalization itself makes change and 
innovation more necessary, for example, in the 
company's internal processes. As for cooperation, 
it would be an appropriate way to carry out the 
innovations, to replace the lack of 
professionalization from the outside. 
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Conclusions 
After reviewing the literature, firstly, a 
definition of FB was proposed. Although there is 
no consensus on what the exact definition of a 
FB should be, it can be establish, at least, a 
relationship between ownership, management 
and the real decision-making, which falls mostly 
on a group of people among whom there is a 
family relationship. 
In terms of innovation, the review has 
highlighted the importance of focusing on this 
concept as a column for the survival of 
companies in competitive environments. 
In addition, it has been found evidence that 
innovation through collaboration has a special 
impact on how companies can carry out their 
innovation processes and how these relationships 
with the environment can be a determining 
factor in the success of business innovations. 
Given all of the above, there is an opportunity to 
continue researching and developing further into 
this area, since, although there are already 
publications that have tried to explain the 
differentiating characteristics of the process 
between some companies and others, there is 
still a long way to go to know it in depth. 
In addition, a new and unexplored research 
opportunity opens up in the incidence of 
cooperation in the innovation of FBs, because 
although innovation is described generically in 
FBs, it has not yet been investigated in other 
aspects of innovation that they could be even 
more differentiated according to the type of 
companies, such as those already mentioned for 
cooperation with customers, suppliers, 
competitors or institutions. 
As limitations of this paper, the typical own 
characteristics of being a literature review and 
not including empiric data, should be pointed 
out. In addition, a deeper analysis of the found 
papers, for example, with a co-word analysis 
would help to better understand the 
relationships between the different findings.  
References 
Acs, Z. J. & Audretsch, D. B. (1988). Innovation in 
large and small firms: An empirical analysis. The 
American Economic Review, 78(4), 678-690. 
Ankrah, S. & AL-Tabbaa, O. (2015). Universities–
industry collaboration: A systematic review. 
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 31(3), 387-
408. 
Arranz, N. & Arroyabe, J. C. F. (2008). The choice of 
partners in R&D cooperation. Technovation, 
28(1/2), 88-100. 
Arvanitis, S. & Bolli, T. (2009). A comparison of firm-
level innovation cooperation in five european 
countries (Working Papers no. 232). ETH zürich: 
KOF. 
Astrachan, J. H., Klein, S. B. & Smyrnios, K. X. 
(2002). The F-PEC scale of family influence: A 
proposal for solving the family business definition 
Problem. Family Business Review, 15(1), 45-58. 
Astrachan, J. H. & Shanker, M. C. (2003). Family 
businesses’ contribution to the U.S. economy: A 
closer look. Family Business Review, 16(3), 211-
219. 
Ayari, N. (2010). Internal capabilities, R&D 
cooperation with universities and firms’ 
innovativeness level: Evidence from Spain. 
(Working Paper no. 07/2010). Pamplona: 
Universidad de Navarra. 
Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained 
competitive advantage. Rochester, NY. 
Battisti, G. & Iona, A. (2009). The intra-firm diffusion 
of complementary innovations: Evidence from the 
adoption of management practices by British 
establishments. Research Policy, 38(8), 1326-1339.  
Belderbos, R., A Carree, M., Diederen, B., Lokshin, 
B. & Veugelers, R. (2004). Heterogeneity in R&D 
cooperation strategies. International Journal of 
Industrial Organization, 22, issues 8-9 1237-1263 
Bercovitz, J. E. L. & Feldman, M. (2007). Fishing 
upstream: Firm innovation strategy and university 
research alliances. Research Policy, 36, 930-948. 
Birley, S. & Westhead, P. (1990). Growth and 
performance contrasts between 'types' of small 
firms. Strategic Management Journal, 11(7), 535-
557. 
Blanco Hernández, M. T. (2014). Empresa familiar y 
formación universitaria: una combinación necesaria 
en situaciones de crisis. Anuario jurídico y 
económico escurialense, (47), 449-470. 
Brandenburger, A.M. & Nalebuff, B.J. (1996). Co-
optetition. Doubleday, New York. 
Bruneel, J., D’Este, P. & Salter, A. (2010). 
Investigating the factors that diminish the barriers 
to university–industry collaboration. Research 
Policy, 39(7), 858-868. 
Cantwell, J. & Molero, J. (2003). Multinational 
enterprises innovative strategies and systems of 
innovation (pp. 1–14). Massachusetts, Cheltenham: 
Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Cassia, L., De Massis, A., & Pizzurno, E. (2012). 
Strategic innovation and new product development 
in family firms. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 18(2), 198-
232.  
Chandy, R. K. &Tellis, G. J. (1998). Organizing for 
radical product innovation: The overlooked role of 
willingness to cannibalize. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 35(4), 474-487. 
Chesbrough, H. (2006). Open innovation: A new 
paradigm for understanding industrial innovation. 
(pp. 1–12). Oxford: Oxford university press. 
Choi, Y. R., Zahra, S. A., Yoshikawa, T., & Han, B. 
H. (2015). Family ownership and R&D investment: 
The role of growth opportunities and business 
group membership. Journal of Business Research, 
68(5), 1053-1061. 
Chrisman, J. J., Chua, J. H., Pearson, A. W. & 
Barnett, T. (2012). Family involvement, family 
influence, and Family–Centered Non–Economic 
goals in small firms. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 36(2), 267-293. 
Chrisman, J. J., Chua, J. H. & Litz, R. (2003). A 
unified systems perspective of family firm 
62  Mariano Soler-Porta, Antonio Padilla-Meléndez, Beatriz Rodríguez-Díaz 
	
Soler Porta, M., Padilla-Meléndez, A., Rodríguez-Díaz,B. (2019). Innovation in Family Business and Cooperation: a literature 
review. European Journal of Family Business, 9(1), 55-65. 
	
performance: An extension and integration. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 18(4),  
Chrisman, J. J., Chua, J. H. & Sharma, P. (2005). 
Trends and directions in the development of a 
strategic management theory of the family firm. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(5), 555-
576.  
Chua, J. H., Chrisman, J. J. & Sharma, P. (1999). 
Defining the family business by behaviour. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 23(4), 19-
39.  
Chua, J. H., Chrisman, J. J., Steier, L. P. & Rau, S. 
B. (2012). Sources of heterogeneity in family 
firms: An introduction. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 36(6), 1103-1113.  
Cohen, W. M. & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive 
capacity: A new perspective on learning and 
innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
35(1), 128-152. 
Craig, J. B. L. & Moores, K. (2006). A 10-year 
longitudinal investigation of strategy, systems, and 
environment on innovation in family firms. Family 
Business Review, 19(1), 1-10. 
Cruz, C., & Nordqvist, M. (2012). Entrepreneurial 
orientation in family firms: A generational 
perspective. Small Business Economics, 38(1), 33-
49.  
Czarnitzki, D. & Kraft, K. (2004). Firm leadership and 
innovative performance: Evidence from seven EU 
countries. Small Business Economics, 22(5), 325-
332. 
D'Aspremont, C. & Jacquemin, A. (1988). 
Cooperative and noncooperative R&D in duopoly 
with spillovers: Erratum. American Economic 
Review, 80, 641-42. 
Davidsson, P. (2016). Researching Entrepreneurship: 
Conceptualization and Design. Jönköping, Sweden: 
Springer International Publishing.  
De Massis, A., Frattini, F. & Lichtenthaler, U. 
(2013). Research on technological innovation in 
family firms: Present debates and future 
directions. Family Business Review, 26(1), 10-31. 
Decker, C. & Günther, C. (2017). The impact of 
family ownership on innovation: Evidence from the 
German machine tool industry. Small Business 
Economics, 48(1), 199-212.  
Dess, G. G., Lumpkin, G. T. & Covin, J. G. (1997). 
Entrepreneurial strategy making and firm 
performance: Tests of contingency and 
configurational models. Strategic Management 
Journal, 18(9), 677-695. 
Dewar, R. D. & Dutton, J. E. (1986). The adoption of 
radical and incremental innovations: An empirical 
analysis. Management Science, 32(11), 1422-1433. 
Donckels, R. & Fröhlich, E. (1991). Are family 
businesses really different? European experiences 
from STRATOS. Family Business Review, 4(2), 149-
160. 
Dosi, G. (1988). Sources, procedures, and 
microeconomic effects of innovation. Journal of 
Economic Literature, 26(3), 1120-71.  
Dunn, B. (1996). Family enterprises in the UK: A 
special sector? Family Business Review, 9(2), 139-
155.  
Dyer, W. G. (2003). The family: The missing variable 
in organizational research. Entrepreneurship 
theory and practice, 27(4), 401-416. 
Dyer, W. G. (2006). Examining the “Family effect” on 
firm performance. Family Business Review, 19(4), 
253-273.  
Dyer, W.G. (1986), Cultural change in family firms: 
Anticipating and managing business and family 
transitions. Jossey bass, San Francisco, CA. 
Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Making fast strategic 
decisions in high-velocity environments. Academy 
of Management Journal, 32, 543-576.  
Eisenhardt, K. M. & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic 
capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management 
Journal, 21(10/11), 1105-1121.  
EUROSTAT (2016). The Community Innovation Survey 
2016 (CIS2016). EUROSTAT, Luxembourg. 
Ernst & Young. (2016). Family business in Latin 
America: Facts and figures. Retrieved from 
https://familybusiness.ey-
vx.com/pdfs/latinamerica-facts(1).pdf  
European Family businesses. (9 de mayo de 2019). 
Definition. Retrieved from 
http://europeanfamilybusinesses.eu/family-
businesses/definition 
European Parliament. (2015). Report on Family 
Businesses in Europe. Retrieved from 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document
/A-8-2015-0223_EN.pdf 
Fabrizio, K. (2009). Absorptive capacity and the 
search for innovation. Research Policy, 38, 255-267  
Family Business Institute of Spain (2015). La empresa 




Feranita, F., Kotlar, J. & De Massis, A. (2017). 
Collaborative innovation in family firms: Past 
research, current debates and agenda for future 
research. Journal of Family Business Strategy, 8(3), 
137-156.  
Fichman, R. G., & Kemerer, C. F. (1997). The 
assimilation of software process innovations: An 
organizational learning perspective. Management 
Science, 43(10), 1345-1363.  
Fitjar, R. D. & Rodriguez-Pose, A. (2011). Firm 
collaboration and modes of innovation in Norway 
(Discussion paper no. DP8484). London: Centre for 
economic policy research. 
Fukuyama, F. (1995), Trust. Free press, New York, 
NY. 
Gallouj, F., & Savona, M. (2011). Towards a theory if 
innovation in services: A state of the art. The 
handbook of innovation and services. 
Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Gallouj, F., & Weinstein, O. (1997). Innovation in 
services. Research Policy, 26(4), 537-556. 
George, G., Zahra, S. A. & Wood, D. R. (2002). The 
effects of business–university alliances on 
innovative output and financial performance: A 
study of publicly traded biotechnology companies. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 17(6), 577-609. 
Ghoshal, S. (2005). Bad management theories are 
destroying good management practices. Academy 
of Management Learning & Education, 4(1) 
Gordon, R. J. (2000). Does the "new economy" 
measure up to the great inventions of the past? 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14(4), 49-74. 
Mariano Soler-Porta, Antonio Padilla-Meléndez, Beatriz Rodríguez-Díaz  63	
	
Soler Porta, M., Padilla-Meléndez, A., Rodríguez-Díaz,B. (2019). Innovation in Family Business and Cooperation: a literature 
review. European Journal of Family Business, 9(1), 55-65. 
	
Green, S. & Pryde, P. (1990). Black entrepreneurship 
in America. New Brunswick. NJ: Transaction 
Publishers. 
Gulati, R. (1995). Does familiarity breed trust? The 
implications of repeated ties for contractual choice 
in alliances. Academy of management journal, 
38(1), 85-112. 
Gustafsson, A., Kristensson, P. & Witell, L. (2012). 
Customer co-creation in service innovation: A 
matter of communication? Journal of Service 
Management, 23(3), 311-327.  
Habbershon, T. G. & Williams, M. L. (1999). A 
resource-based framework for assessing the 
strategic advantages of family firms. Family 
Business Review, 12(1), 1-25.  
Habbershon, T. G., Williams, M. & MacMillan, I. C. 
(2003). A unified systems perspective of family 
firm performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 
18(4), 451-465.  
Hagedoorn, J. (2001). Inter-firm R&D partnership – an 
overview of major trends and patterns since 1960. 
Strategic research partnerships: Proceedings from 
a national science foundation workshop, Arlington, 
VA. 
Hambrick, D. C. (1994). What if the academy actually 
mattered? Academy of Management Review, 19(1), 
11-16.  
Hansen, M. T. (1999). The search-transfer problem: 
The role of weak ties in sharing knowledge across 
organization subunits. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 44(1), 82-111. 
Hausman, A. (2005). Innovativeness among small 
businesses: Theory and propositions for future 
research. Industrial Marketing Management, 34(8), 
773-782. 
Hayward, S. (1989), Staying the course. Survival 
characteristics of the family owned business. Stoy 
hayward, London. 
Hayward, S. (1990), Managing the family business in 
the UK. Stoy hayward, London. 
Hayward, S. (1992), The Stoy Hayward BBC Family 
Business Index. Stoy Hayward, London. 
Hayward, S. (1993). Index update. Family Business 
Magazine, 2(Autumn).  
Hernández, M. T. B. (2014). Empresa familiar y 
formación universitaria: una combinación necesaria 
en situaciones de crisis. Anuario Jurídico y 
Económico Escurialense; Madrid, (47), 449-469.  
Hernández-Linares, R., Sarkar, S. & López-
Fernández, M. C. (2017). How has the family firm 
literature addressed its heterogeneity through 
classification systems? An integrated analysis. 
European Journal of Family Business, 7(1-2), 1-13. 
Heunks, F. J. (1998). Innovation, creativity and 
success. Small Business Economics, 10(3), 263-272.  
Holt, D. T., Pearson, A. W., Payne, G. T. & Sharma, 
P. (2018). Family business research as a boundary-
spanning platform. Family Business Review, 31(1), 
14-31. 
Iansiti, M. & West, J. (1997), Technology integration: 
Turning great research into great products. 
Harvard business review, 75 (3), 69-79. 
Jaklič, A., Damijan, J. P., Rojec, M. & Kunčič, A. 
(2014). Relevance of innovation cooperation for 
firms' innovation activity: The case of Slovenia. 
Economic Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja, 27(1), 
645-661. 
Janz, N., Lööf, H., & Peters, B. (2003). Firm level 
innovation and productivity – is there a common 
story across countries? (Working paper 03-26). 
Mannheim: ZEW. 
Jorgenson, D. W. & Stiroh, K. J. (2000). Raising the 
speed limit: US economic growth in the 
information age. OECD Publishing. 
Kamien, M. I. & Zang, I. (2000). Meet me halfway: 
Research joint ventures and absorptive capacity. 
International Journal of Industrial Organization, 
18, 995-1012.  
Kessler, E. H. & Chakrabarti, A. K. (1996). Innovation 
speed: A conceptual model of context, 
antecedents, and outcomes. Academy of 
Management Review, 21, 1143-1191.  
Lawless, M. W. & Anderson, P. W. (1996). 
Generational technological change: Effects of 
innovation and local rivalry on performance. 
Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1185-1217.  
Litz, R. A. (1995). The family business: Toward 
definitional clarity. Family Business Review, 8(2), 
71-81.  
Lööf, H. (2009). Multinational enterprises and 
innovation: Firm level evidence on spillover via 
R&D collaboration. Journal of Evolutionary 
Economics, 19(1), 41-71.  
Lumpkin, G. T. & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the 
entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it 
to performance. The Academy of Management 
Review, 21(1), 135-172.  
Lyman, A. R. (1991). Customer service: Does family 
ownership make a difference? Family Business 
Review, 4(3), 303-324.  
Madhavan, R. & Grover, R. (1998). From embedded 
knowledge to embodied knowledge: New product 
development as knowledge management. Journal 
of Marketing, 62(4), 1.  
Manzaneque, M., López, M. & Santos, J. (2018). El 
impacto de los stakeholders internos y externos 
sobre el rendimiento empresarial. Influencia de la 
gestión familiar. VIII Jornadas AECA sobre 
Valoración, Financiación y Gestión de Riesgos. 
Toledo. Asociación Española de Contabilidad y 
Administración de Empresas (AECA). ISBN: 978-84-
16286-50-8 
Markman, G. D., Gianiodis, P. T., Phan, P. H. & 
Balkin, D. B. (2005). Innovation speed: 
Transferring university technology to market. 
Research Policy, 34(7), 1058-1075. 
Massis, A. D., Kotlar, J., Chua, J. H. & Chrisman, J. 
J. (2014). Ability and willingness as sufficiency 
conditions for family-oriented particularistic 
behaviour: Implications for theory and empirical 
studies. Journal of Small Business Management, 
52(2), 344-364.  
McGee, J. E., Dowling, M. J. & Megginson, W. L. 
(1995). Cooperative strategy and new venture 
performance: The role of business strategy and 
management experience. Strategic Management 
Journal, 16(7), 565-580.  
Miller, D., Le Breton-Miller, I. & Lester, R. H. 
(2010). Family ownership and acquisition behavior 
in publicly-traded companies. Strategic 
Management Journal, 31(2), 201-223.  
Miller, D., Le Breton-Miller, I. & Lester, R. H. 
(2011). Family and lone founder ownership and 
strategic behaviour: Social context, identity, and 
64  Mariano Soler-Porta, Antonio Padilla-Meléndez, Beatriz Rodríguez-Díaz 
	
Soler Porta, M., Padilla-Meléndez, A., Rodríguez-Díaz,B. (2019). Innovation in Family Business and Cooperation: a literature 
review. European Journal of Family Business, 9(1), 55-65. 
	
institutional logics. Journal of Management 
Studies, 48(1), 1-25.  
Miotti, E. & Sachwald, F. (2003). Co-operative R&D: 
Why and with whom?: An integrated framework of 
analysis. Research Policy, 32, 1481-1499. 
Mowery, D. & Rosenberg, N. (1989). Technology and 
the pursuit of economic growth. Cambridge: 
Cambridge university press. 
Narula, R. (2003). Understanding the growth of 
international R&D alliances. Multinational 
enterprises, innovative strategies and systems of 
innovation (pp. 129–152). Cheltenham: Edward 
Elgar Publishing. 
Nelson, R. & Winter, S. (1982) An Evolutionary 
Theory of Economic Change, Cambridge, Harvard 
University Press. 
Niehm, L. S., Tyner, K., Shelley, M. C. & Fitzgerald, 
M. A. (2010). Technology adoption in small family-
owned businesses: Accessibility, perceived 
advantage, and information technology literacy. 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 31(4), 498-
515.  
Nooteboom, B. (1994). Innovation and diffusion in 
small firms: theory and evidence. Small Business 
Economics, 6(5), 327-347.  
Nordqvist, M., Sharma, P. & Chirico, F. (2014). 
Family firm heterogeneity and governance: A 
configuration approach. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 52(2), 192-209.  
Oliner, S. D. & Sichel, D. E. (2000). The resurgence 
of growth in the late 1990s: Is information 
technology the story? Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 14(4), 3-22.  
Olson, P. D., Zuiker, V. S., Danes, S. M., Stafford, 
K., Heck, R. K. Z. & Duncan, K. A. (2003). The 
impact of the family and the business on family 
business sustainability. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 18(5), 639-666.  
Padilla-Meléndez, A., Dieguez-Soto, J. & Garrido-
Moreno, A. (2015). Empirical research on 
innovation in family business: Literature review 
and proposal of an integrative framework. Revista 
Brasileira De Gestão De Negócios, 17(56), 1064-
1089.  
Petit, M. & Sanna-Randaccio, F. (2000). Endogenous 
R&D and foreign direct investment in international 
oligopolies. International Journal of Industrial 
Organization, 18(2), 339-367.  
Pittino, D. & Visintin, F. (2009). Innovation and 
strategic types of family SMEs: a test and extension 
of miles and snow's configurational model. Journal 
of Enterprising Culture (JEC), 17(03), 257-295.  
Polanyi, M. (1966). The tacit dimension. New York: 
Anchor day books. 
Bel Durán, P., Martín López, S., Lejarriaga Pérez de 
las Vacas, G., Fernández Guadaño, J. & García- 
Gutiérrez Fernández, C. (2009). El 
emprendimiento y el empleo a través de la 
empresa individual: contraste de fuentes 
estadísticas. REVESCO. Revista De Estudios 
Cooperativos, 96, 16 - 48. 
Porter, M. E. (1982). Estrategia competitiva: Técnicas 
para el análisis de los sectores industriales y de la 
competencia (2a. ed.) Grupo Editorial Patria. 
Prahalad, C. K. & Hamel, G. (1990). The core 
competence of the corporation. Harvard Business 
Review. 
Quintana-Garcia, C. & Benavides-Velasco, C. A. 
(2004). Cooperation, competition, and innovative 
capability. Technovation, 24(12), 927-938.  
Radnor, M. (1991). Technology acquisition strategies 
and processes: A reconsideration of the make 
versus buy decision. International journal of 
technology management, 7, 113–135. 
Rindfleisch, A. & Moorman, C. (2001). The 
acquisition and utilization of information in new 
product alliances: A strength-of-ties perspective. 
Journal of Marketing, 65(2), 1-18.  
Rogers, E. (1983). Diffusion of innovations. New York: 
Free Press. 
Rojo Ramírez, A., Diéguez-Soto, J. & López-
Delgado, P. (2011). Importancia del concepto de 
empresa familiar en investigación: Utilización de la 
base de datos SABI para su clasificación. European 
Journal of Family Business, 1(1), 53-67 
Rosenbusch, N., Brinckmann, J. & Bausch, A. 
(2011). Is innovation always beneficial? A meta-
analysis of the relationship between innovation and 
performance in SMEs. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 26(4), 441-457. 
Rynes, S. L., Bartunek, J. M. & Daft, R. L. (2001). 
Across the great divide: Knowledge creation and 
transfer between practitioners and academics. 
Academy of Management Journal, 44(2), 340-355.  
Sanna-randaccio, F. & Veugelers, R. (2003). Global 
innovation strategies of MNEs: Implications for host 
economies. Multinational enterprises, innovative 
strategies and systems of innovation (pp. 14–46). 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Shanker, M. C. & Astrachan, J. H. (1996). Myths and 
realities: Family businesses' contribution to the US 
economy - A framework for assessing family 
business statistics. Family Business Review, 9(2), 
107-123.  
Sharma, P. (2010). Advancing the 3R. In 
Entrepreneurship and Family Business (pp. 383-
400). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.  
Schumpeter, Y. A. (1982). The theory of economic 
development: A study of business profits, capital, 
credit, interest and cycle conditions. Moscow: 
Progress. 
Sirmon, D. G., & Hitt, M. A. (2003). Managing 
resources: Linking unique resources, management, 
and wealth creation in family firms. 
Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 27(4), 339-
358.  
Sivadas, E. & Dwyer, F. R. (2000). An examination of 
organizational factors influencing new product 
success in internal and alliance-based processes. 
Journal of Marketing, 64, 31-49.  
Stalk, G. & Hout, T. (1990). Competing against time: 
How Time-based competition is reshaping global 
markets. New York: Free Press. 
Statistic National Institute. (2015). Estudio piloto 
sobre empresas familiares. Retrieved from 
https://www.ine.es/daco/daco42/ice/estudio_pilo
to_2015.pdf 
Stein, J. (1988). Takeover threats and managerial 
myopia. Journal of Political Economy, 96(1), 61-80.  
Stein, J. (1989). Efficient capital markets, inefficient 
firms: A model of myopic corporate behavior. 
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 104(Dec.), 655-
669. 
Mariano Soler-Porta, Antonio Padilla-Meléndez, Beatriz Rodríguez-Díaz  65	
	
Soler Porta, M., Padilla-Meléndez, A., Rodríguez-Díaz,B. (2019). Innovation in Family Business and Cooperation: a literature 
review. European Journal of Family Business, 9(1), 55-65. 
	
Tagiuri, R. & Davis, J. A. (1992). On the goals of 
successful family companies. Family Business 
Review, 5, 43-62.  
Teece, D. J., Pisano, G. & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic 
capabilities and strategic management. Strategic 
Management Journal; 18(7), 509-533.  
Uzzi, B. (1997). Social structure and competition in 
interfirm networks: The paradox of embeddedness. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 35-67.  
Van de Ven, A. H. (1986). Central problems in the 
management of innovation. Management Science, 
32(5), 590-607.  
Vermeulen, F. (2007). "I shall not remain 
insignificant": Adding a second loop to matter 
more. The Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 
754-761. 
Vermeulen, P. A. M., De Jong, Jeroen P J & 
O'shaughnessy, K. C. (2005). Identifying key 
determinants for new product introductions and 
firm performance in small service firms. The 
Service Industries Journal, 25(5), 625-640.  
Veugelers, R. (1997). Internal R&D expenditures and 
external technology sourcing. Research Policy, 
26(3), 303-315.  
Veugelers, R., & Cassiman, B. (1999). Make and buy 
in innovation strategies: evidence from Belgian 
manufacturing firms. Research policy, 28(1), 63-80.  
Vossen, R. W. (1998). Relative strengths and 
weaknesses of small firms in innovation. 
International Small Business Journal, 16(3), 88-94. 
Weismeier-Sammer, D. (2011). Entrepreneurial 
behavior in family firms: A replication study. 
Journal of Family Business Strategy, 2(3), 128-138. 
Welsch, J. (1991). Family enterprises in the united 
kingdom, the federal republic of Germany, and 
Spain: A transnational comparison. Family Business 
Review, 4(2), 191-203. 
Westhead, P. (1997). Ambitions, external 
environment and strategic factor differences 
between family and non–family companies. 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 9(2), 
127-158.  
Westhead, P. & Howorth, C. (2007). ‘Types’ of 
private family firms: An exploratory conceptual 
and empirical analysis. Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 19(5), 405-431.  
Wuyts, S., Dutta, S., & Stremersch, S. (2004). 
Portfolios of interfirm agreements in technology-
intensive markets: Consequences for innovation 
and profitability. Journal of marketing, 68(2), 88-
100. 
Zahra, S. A., Hayton, J. C. & Salvato, C. (2004). 
Entrepreneurship in family vs. Non–Family firms: A 
Resource–Based analysis of the effect of 
organizational culture. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 28(4), 363-381.  
Zahra, S. A. & Sharma, P. (2004). Family business 
research: A strategic reflection. Family Business 
Review, 17(4), 331-346.  
Zucker, L. G., Darby, M. R., & Armstrong, J. S. 
(2002). Commercializing knowledge: University 
science, knowledge capture, and firm performance 
in biotechnology. Management science, 48(1), 138-
153. 
 
